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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is responsive to communications filed on 01/1 5/2008. 
Claims 1- 23 are pending and have been examined. 



Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-23 have been considered 
but are moot. 

3. From applicant's remark, it appears to the examiner that there was 
miscommunication between the Applicant and the Applicant's representative, 
because from Applicant's remark, some of the questions and misunderstandings 
were already resolved and clarified during the telephonic interview with 
Applicant's representative Joseph F. Oriti. For example, on pages 8-9 of 
Applicant's Remark, Applicant argues that the assertion of figures 1 -3 of Tracey's 
reference in mapping the preamble of the claim is misleading, and the Applicant 
does not understood how these figures are being interpreted with the 
corresponding limitation elements in the preamble. The examiner would like to 
address to the Applicant that such confusion was already addressed and clarified 
during the telephonic interview. The citing of the figures 1-3 of Tracey's reference 
in the preamble is just to give the Applicant a broad view of Tracey's reference 
and also to show that Tracy is in the same field of endeavor with Applicant's 
invention (Tracey: abstract, and background of invention), noted that Tracy's 
invention is also in the field of management of business application services, e.g. 
Debtor's application service. 
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4. Furthermore, in response to the arguments with regard to the figures cited 
in the preamble. The recitations in the preamble have not been given patentable 
weight. A preamble is generally not accorded any patentable weight where it 
merely recites the purpose of a process or the intended use of a structure, and 
where the body of the claim does not depend on the preamble for completeness 
but, instead, the process steps or structural limitations are able to stand alone. 
See In re Hirao, 535 F.2d 67, 190 USPQ 15 (CCPA 1976) and Kropa v. Robie, 
187 F.2d 150, 152, 88 USPQ 478, 481 (CCPA 1951). 

5. In response to Applicant's argument with regard to the confusion and 
misunderstanding of the prior art of record cited (e.g. Tracey and Brendle), it 
appears that the Applicant is misinterpreting the prior art of record by only citing a 
portion of the reference (e.g. Tracey: paragraphs 80, 100, 247). When reviewing 
a reference the applicants should remember that not only a specific portion of a 
reference but viewing entire the reference as whole. However, in order to move 
forward in prosecution and set a clear record of this application, Applicant is 
given another opportunity to response to the Office Action. The examiner has 
rejected the claims under the same ground of rejection with emphasis and 
explanation added to the claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

6. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and 
process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any 
person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make 
and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying 
out his invention. 
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7. Claims 1-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the 
time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. Applicant 
has amended the claims 1 and 10 in an attempt to overcome the 101 rejection by 
adding the new limitation: "storing an indication of a result of the step of 
determining", which is not presently supported by the specification, and applicant 
has not pointed out where in the specification support can be found for the 
limitation. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

8. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this 
Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 
1 22(b), by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or 
(2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before 
the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under 
the treaty defined in section 351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an 
application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

9. Claims 1-6, 8-16, 18-19 and 21-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 102 (e) as 
being anticipated by Tracey et al. (PGPUB: US 2003/0083917 A1). 

With respect to claim 1, Tracey teaches a method for determining if a 
plurality of actions are available to be performed in connection with a context 
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entity, the context entity being derived from a plurality of related service entities 
at a plurality of application services (Tracey: figures 1-3), the method comprising: 

classifying actions (Tracey: fig. 6, page 4, paragraph 80, paragraph 6, 
paragraphs 89 & 95, and page 12, paragraph 187, noted the follow-up for the 
debtor's account and generating of debtor's daily report) for a plurality of service 
entities (Tracey: fig. 5, page 12, paragraph 193, noted the debtor's bin) at the 
plurality of application services (Tracey: page 4, paragraphs 79-80 and page 11, 
paragraphs 176-177, noted the application for collectors, debtors system and 
sales system), each action being classified according to its availability (Tracey: 
fig. 5, page 11, paragraph 117, noted the desk bins); 

matching the related service entities based on their attributes (Tracey: 
page 1 3, paragraph 1 95, and table 1 , noted the descriptions for each bin); 

consolidating the related service entities into the context entity (Tracey: 
fig. 5, and page 12, paragraph 193, noted the debtor's related bins are grouped 
and organized in the desk bins); and 

determining for each of the related service entities if an action is available 
to be performed on the service entity at a corresponding application service 
based on a corresponding classification of the availability of the action (Tracey: 
page 6, paragraphs 93-95, and page 17, paragraph 249, noted the follow-up on 
the debtor's account and generation of debtor's account report.); and 

storing an indication of a result of the step of determining (Tracey: page 8, 
paragraph 141, and page 16, paragraphs 237 & 239, noted the history record). 
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With respect to claim 2, Tracey teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein 
classifying the actions comprises classifying the actions as optimistically 
available (Tracey, Figures 12-13, page 17, paragraph 247). 

With respect to claim 3, Tracey teaches the method of claim 2, wherein 
classifying the actions as optimistically available comprises classifying the 
actions as available subject to a rule (Tracey, page 6, paragraph 98 and page 18, 
paragraphs 264-266, noted the rule). 

With respect to claim 4, Tracey teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein 
the classifying the actions comprises classifying the actions as available 
according to a rule (Tracey, figures 22-23, and page 18, paragraphs 264-266). 

With respect to claim 5, Tracey teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein 
classifying the actions as available according to a rule comprises classifying the 
actions as being available only if the rule is complied with (Tracey, figures 22-23, 
and page 18, paragraphs 264-266). 

With respect to claim 6, Tracey teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein 
the classifying the actions comprises classifying the actions as universally 
available (Tracey, Figures 12-13, page 17, paragraph 247). 

With respect to claim 8, Tracey teaches the method of claim 1 , further 
comprising matching an application entity to the context entity (Tracey, page 12, 
paragraphs 182-183). 

With respect to claim 9, Tracey teaches the method of claim 8, further 
comprising providing a view at an application of the actions available to be 
performed on each of the related service entities at the application services 
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(Tracey, fig. 8-10, page 15, paragraphs 219-225 and page 16, paragraphs 242- 
244). 

In regard to claim 10, the limitations of this claim are substantially the 
same as those in claim 1 . Therefore the same rationale for rejecting claim 1 is 
used to reject claim 10. By this rationale claim 10 is rejected. 

With respect to claim 11, Tracey teaches the method of claim 10, 
comprising identifying that the associated context entity is derived from the first 
service entity and a second service entity at a second application service, the 
first service entity being related to the second service entity (Tracey, figures 1-3, 
page 8, paragraphs 141-142). 

In regard to claims 12-16, the limitations of these claims are substantially 
the same as those in claims 2-6. Therefore the same rationale for rejecting 
claims 2-6 is used to reject claims 12-16. By this rationale claims 12-16 are 
rejected. 

In regard to claim 18, the limitations of this claim are substantially the 
same as those in claim 9. Therefore the same rationale for rejecting claim 9 is 
used to reject claim 18. By this rationale claim 18 is rejected. 

In regard to claim 19, the limitations of this claim are substantially the 
same as those in claim 1 . Therefore the same rationale for rejecting claim 1 is 
used to reject claim 19. By this rationale claim 19 is rejected. 

With respect to claim 21, Tracey teaches the system of claim 19, wherein 
said action service comprises a tracking mechanism to track performance of the 
first and the second actions (Tracey, abstract, pages 8-9, paragraph 142). 
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In regard to claim 22, the limitations of this claim are substantially the 
same as those in claim 8. Therefore the same rationale for rejecting claim 8 is 
used to reject claim 22. By this rationale claim 22 is rejected. 

In regard to claim 23, the limitations of this claim are substantially the 
same as those in claim 9. Therefore the same rationale for rejecting claim 9 is 
used to reject claim 23. By this rationale claim 23 is rejected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 0. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

1 1 . Claims 7, 1 7 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Tracey et al. (PGPUB: US 2003/0083917 A1) in view of 
Brendle et al. (PGPUB: US 2005/0021355 A1). 

With respect to claim 7, Tracey teaches all the claimed limitations, except 
that he does not explicitly teach a method of determining if performance of the 
action will result in a conflict. 

In the same field of endeavor, Brendle teaches a method of determining if 
performance of the action will result in a conflict (Brendle, page 1 1 , paragraph 
98, noted prevent locking of the actions result in conflict). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to incorporate the method of determining result 
conflict as taught by Brendle in Tracey's invention in order to prevent locking and 
provide consistent result (Brendle, page 1 1 , paragraph 98). 

In regard to claims 17 and 20, the limitations of these claims are 
substantially the same as those in claim 7. Therefore the same rationale for 
rejecting claim 7 is used to reject claims 17 and 20. By this rationale claims 17 
and 20 are rejected. 

Conclusion 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Lin Liu whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1447. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 7:30am - 
5:00pm, EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Jason Cardone can be reached on (571) 272-3933. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 



Application/Control Number: 10/648,506 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2145 

direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
91 99 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571 -272-1 000. 
/L U 
/Lin Liu/ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2145 



/Jason D Cardone/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2145 



